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IN iRODUC1 ION

The Fiscal Year 1907 National Defense Authorization

-Luii included legislation that oirecteo a ma.-.or

re--orc-anization and strUcturr'rig of the Leoartment of

Deterise' special oietions forces k 6OF Specifi+cal Iv.

the Iegislation mandated the formation of a unified

cormnatant command +or sDoecial ooerations c-reation of an

Hssistant Secretarv o* Llefense +or Soecial Operations and

LOW initensitv Con+ i ict (ASL/S30-LICD . and the estaol 3- .nment

o+ a board +or Low Intensity Confl ict within the National

seec Uritv Council . This legislation was the product of

seoarate bills introduced by both the House and the Senate

with the legislation largely taking the form of the Senate

vers i on.

This legislation, while perhaps not revolutionary,

certainly represents a-distinct departure from past

uongressional actions, and is of interest in studying

Lonqressional - mil itarv and Concressional - administration

relations for a variety oa reasons. First, it marks the only

time since the initial leqislation in 194"7 that Congress has

directed the formation of a unified combatant command. This

was none'over the stroni objections of both the

aoministration and the 'eoartment of Defense and goes some

way in Qointin•n uD a difference between an influential CrooLk

of bi-oartisan legislators and the administration over

ooi icv towards unconventional war+are and low intensity

I~~& I \ I I I I I I !



r.on, Ilict I}he IegIslat Ion is also UnUSual becaUse of its

soecificitv in many areas that would normallv have been lett

t.o DUOi to imolemunt. Lastly, it is notable because it

insrructs the administration to form a sp~cxif board in the

Na',inr"al )ecu.rity LOunciI and is thus oirectlv involved in

tje oranization o.f the President's oersonal stat.f
L

ITnls paper proposes to Study the SOF legislation in the

98"2 LDetense Huthorization B4ill. the events 'leadinng up to

its eýnactment, anc tne pol icy impl ications of the resulting

orciantzational strUCtUre. In doing so, the paper willI

address the following questions: Why did Congress feel

compelled to enact this legislation? What prompted a

bi-oartisan qrouo o+ Congressmen to take up an issue that

has no real constituency? Second. What was the rationale

benind the organizational structure in the final

legis'atimn? Why was Congress so directive and specific in

the language7 I'hird. What are the policy implications o+

tnis legislation? is this an exception, or is it the

beginning of extensive Congressional involvement in

operational matters?

The paper will not examine the implementation of the

legislation by DOD or any of the on-going bureaucratic

battles. It will focus on the legislation itsel+ and the

events leading uP to it, and will concentrate on the

Congressional side in order to trv and better understand

current Lonqressional-mil itary relations.

- - .~.



F-ECIIAL OF'P.kAFIONS and LOW

IN I'ENLS Y "'CONFL IC''

Be+ore addressing the questions above, it is useful to

brietv d.1ScusS; special operations arn low intensity

conflict in the past tnirtv years as a basis for examining

"the legislation and the circumstances surrounding it.

S]he fir'st step in this er-ief examination of special

operaations and low intensity conf1 ict must be to understand

the terms and the context in which thev are beilng used.

Uniortunately, special operations and low intensity confl irt

are often used interchanceably as if they are one in the

same.

Low intensity conflict (LIC) describes an environment

in which a particular type of conflict occurs. In this type

of conflict, a variety of forces, both civilian and

mil itary, may oe used in concert to achieve pol itical

social, or economic nojectives.1 What then are the

parameters of low intensity conflict? A fairly narrow

definition of the par-ameters would identify three primary

missions within LIC: counterinsurgency,

rinsurgency/resistance, and counterterrorism.2 A broader set

of parameters would find four identifiable missions in LIC:

insuroency/coutnterinsutrgency, counterterrorism, peacetime

continqencv, and peacekee~pinq operations.3

*1 1-



On the other hand, soecial operations is a capability

that normallv requires soecially organized. trained. and

ecuipped t'orces that can be employed anvwhere in the

conflict spectrum, from low to nigh. A definition that miqht

be useful in understanding special ooerations is:

"bmal I 5cale, clandestine, covert, or overt
operations o+ an unorthodox and frequently
ni~qn risk: nature Urndertaken to achieve pol-
itical or mu itarv objectives in support of

foreian pol icy. Special operations are char-
actet-ized by either simplicity or complexity,
by subtlety and imagination. by the discrim-
inate use of violence, and by oversight at
the nighest level . Militarv and non-miu itarv
resources, including intell igence assets, may
be used in concert." 4

Mnus. LIC and SOF are clearly not interchanqeable

terms. S'F provides a capability that has a primary

app ucation in the LIC environment. GOFP should be a key

military element in any of the LIC missions discussed and

snoula also be committed early in the conflict.

Yhe history of low intensity confi lct in U.S. national

seCurity ool icy +or the past twenty-five years is

instructive, if not depressing. Immediately after his

inauQuration, President Kennedy began to push for an

e+fective counterinsurgency policy and with it the doctrine,

forces, and training to accompiish that strategY. He said:

"There is another type of war, new in its
intensity, ancient in its origins - war by
gUerll las, subversives, insurgents, assassins;
war by ambush instead of combat; by infil-
tration instead of aggression, seeking vic-

4
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tory by eroding and exhausting the enemry in-
stead o+ enqaoing hlm...it recuires in
those situations wnere we must counter
it...a whole new strategy, a whole dif+er-
ent kind of force, and tneret ore a new and
wholly different kind o4 millitarv training."5

'nis "revolution from above" immediately ran into

ooposataon from the rail itarv and oar'tlculariv from tne Army

because It Pwou1ld bear the brunt of counter inSur.enc.v By

1.9bt, it nad become tne "revolution that failed".e A

deem-seated conventional mindset within the senior mil itarv

leadersniln gave only i i service to President K!iennedy's

desires while contanuunq with the attltLude treat the

capabilities required to fight a mid or high intensity

conventional war were adequate to prosecute a sma ler low

intensity one.)

Coming Out of Vietnam, the U.S. wholeheartedly focused

its efforts towards preparinq for a conventional war in

6urooe. The only deviation from this came with the formation

0ot te contingency -rorce, now CENTCOM, +or SoLuthwest Asia.

but it still reflected the idea that the U.S. WOuld be

facing a larcie Soviet force. During the 1970's. U.S.

capabilities to fight in a low intensity environment were

heavily cut until they had "withered into virtual

uselessness"-. This was true not only o+ the military, but

the qovernment as a whole, with the Central Intelligence

Aqency being gutted o4 its paramilitary and human

intell iqence caoabil ities. 7he famil iar refrain of "no more

LC . • -'N iII II



Vietnams" became a real itv not only because of strong

antioathy towards unconventional conflicts in the mil itary-

Out thlOUC11tLt the government and civil ian sectors.

8eginning in 1981, the Reagan Administration called for

an uograce o-f cao.o-abi I ities and an emphasis on

insui-gencv/counterinsurgency as a major strategy in

confronting Soviet activities in the Third World. Despite

tnis call trom the top, there has been only modest progress

ano this has been largely in the SOF. Perhaps the greatest

progress has been in U.S. counterterrorist capabil ities, but

supportir.', assets, and in partlcular, SOF airl ift, remain

inadequate and the Subject of continuous bureaucratic

battles over Priorities and fund.ng. By some accounts, the

budget for' SOF has mer.'e than tripled from 1981 to the

present. bur much of it has gone towards upgrading SOF's

capability to suipport the CINCs in the prosecution of their

conventional war plans.9 There is no real consensus among

policy makers on now to respond to low intensity challenges

nor is there any consensus that the U.S. should actively

prepare for such conflict. El Salvador is a case in point.

Considerable uncertainty on how to address the proolem

compl iated establ ishing a coherent strategy within the

Administration and triggered vocal opposition to what

evolved as U.S. policy. Congress was actively involved ano

legislated a number of restrictions on U.S. policy so as to

l imit involvement and orotect against "another Vietnam".

b{
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REASONS FOR LEUILWFINUN

Why then did Congress +:eel ,omoel led to enact the

.oecial operations 'Iec.islation. anc wnv alm-o did a

D i-Dartisan POrUo tz-K e u-, an issue that had no real

c(:onnBtitUencvY [here is nc one soecif-fi,: reason or event that

triggerea it, but more an accumulation of events over time

that iecislation was criticallv needed. Part of the ans.Jer

miay be found in two a-eas - the most ikely threat to U.S.

intmrests and security for the foreseeable future, and the

tracl,', record of the U.S. in special operations and low

intensitv confl ict in the last two decades.

First, no national security strategist or specialist

can predict with a high deoree of certainty what form future N
c:onfl i.ct will take. However, there is enoutgh evidence

currentlv to make an informed guess. The Soviet Union has.

since the early 1970's, pointedly increased its involvement

in, an, support of, low intensity conflicts. It has cone

this both directly and indirectly through surrogates Such as,

East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Cuba, Syria, Libya,

North Korea, and others. And along with this, their ability I

to project power has increased markedly in the past twentv

years. 10

Although Soviet activity has increased, the prosoect of+

a direct confrontation between U.S. and Soviet forces,

esoecially in Europe, remains the least likelv

A
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oossibi I ItyIl What is +ar more 1i':elv is the engagement of

c lient or surrogate forces of one against those of the

other. Or, as in Vietnam and Afghanistan, the forces of

eitnrer the Soviet Union or the U.S. against an insurclent

torce oacv:ec mv the other. Secretary of State Georqe Shul tz

was blunt aboLot the subject when he said:

"Low intensity confl ict is the orime chal l-
en4e we w il I +ace . at I east thr, ouqh the re-
maincler o+ this century. The future 0+ poace
and freedom may well demend on now e+fectiv-

ely we meet it.`I'1

un-going contlicts that are examples of this include El

Salvador, Nicaragua. Feru, Thailand, Cambodia, Phi'liopines,

;Angola, Ethiopia, and Afghanistan. Add to this the constant

threat o+ international and state-sponsored terrorism and it

is not hard to understand Secretary Shultz's concern.

Tnis then was the sensing of a number of members of

Congress in 1986, and in particular a core gnOLlp of

in+fuential members that included Senators Nunn, Cohen,

K%.enneay, and Rudman, and Representatives Daniel, Bennet,

Hutto. and Kasxch. The U.S. was facing low intensity

confl ict as the most likely form of confl ict in the tUre

with the good possibility that this threat would intensify

instead of recede. The second factor at work was the

perceived U.S. capability to conduct special ooerations in a

low intensity environment.

6- '



In 1985, the Hrfmv initiated the Joint Low Intensity

'onil ict 'roiect that incluced not only members o( the

military, but had suppor't and participation from tI-ne

LDepartment of State, JCS:* and tlhe CIA. I he final report Was

issued in 1986 and was hig•lv critical o- U.S. ability to

tace the cnal lenge ot i-LC or pol itical violence short of

convent ional war. T'he report beg ins by saving:

"Four themes orevail throughout the reoort:
As a nation we do not understand low intens-
ity., conflict: we respond without unity of
effort; vie execute our activities poorly:
and we 1:ack the abil itv to sustain
operations ."13

T"he report goes on to expand on each of the four themes, but

two common threads run throughout. First, although LIC is

th-e most likely threat, the U.S. has no coherent strategy

.or deal inq with it. Secondly, the U.S. mindset, and thus

preoaration, is towards conventional mid to high intensity

con+lict, and there are consistent efforts to apply

conventional sCultions to unconventional challenges. The

report summary says:

"Our interests are being threatened with
alarming frepuencv by various forms of pol-
itical violence subsumed under the heading
ao low intensity conflict...Our current def-
ense posture reflects our inabil ity to und-
erstand the +orm and substance of this direct
challenge to our interests...Short of war,
we have no strategy or comprehensive plan to
address the challenges of political vial-
ence... We will need the courage to depart
from conventional institutional norms and
the vision to maintain a pragmatic defense

9
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post ure ina, sin c3)v rL1ev an-t to a AworlId

Characterizea by neither war nor' peace.'114

While this rep' ort re--aff irmed the conviction by mem~bers-

o+ Congress that not only was there, a low intensity threat,

and that there were serious svstemic and organizational

shortc~omincqs in addressing it, there were some other'

+ actors.

'The? U.S. record in special operations over' the past

t:wenty years is niot one of success. Disreclardinq the Vietnam

ex~perience, thiere were a series of events that drew the

a-ttention o+ Congress becaUse of their high visibility. and

in a number of them, their +ailUre.

The U.S. attempt to free the hostages in Iran in 1138C

ended in failure at Desert One. The operation was daring~,

complicated. and beset with problems from the start. The

Holloway report lays oukt these problems in detail , but+ it is

worth reviewing some k~ey points. First, there was no

in-place organization or command and control structutre in

place to plan. train-up, and e>xeCUte the mission. Forces had

to be pu~lled together from the separate services and

prepared from scratch. There was also the Cluestion o+ the

mix, of -forces and whether service interests entered into the

choice. Whatever the case, it took~ six months to prepare for

the mission that ended short of the objective with a loss o+

lif+e, and a ser i ous blIow to U. S. prest i ce . morale,. and

international standing.

ML6 w



Next came the U.S experience in Lebanon in 1983 that

ended in withdrawal afiter 241 Marines were killed in a

terrorist bomb attack . l"hat the attack came as a surprise is

oovious, bLlt there is evidence that perhaps it shOLIo not

i-tave been. in 1698, r. Noel lloan wrote a number of

Gore,•ressmen a letter in which he charged that he tried to

alert ti-e .JC 'to the possibilitv o+ a changing terrorist

tnreat as reported by a soecial operations survey team in

Beirut. but was ignored. He contenos that distrust of SOF

ari a convol uted command strucltLlro may well have contributed

to the loss of the Mariner-.15

Almost conCUrrent with the Beirut bombing, the U.S.

moulnted the Grenada operation to rescue the medical students

and restore order to the island. The operation was a

success, but there were numerous problems associated with

that success. Initial planning for the operation called for

it to be an SCJF operation, but as events unfolded, other

Armv and Marine units were involved and the SOF plan wAs

co-ooteo. Integration of the SOF and conventional units was

poor trom the start and severely hampered by excessive

operational SecLrity. During the actual conduct of the

operation, it has been reported that the Delta Force was

unable to accomplish its mission and suffered a number of

casualties in the attempt; -the SEALs had limited success,

but also took casualties; and the supporting SOF hel icopters

* had high losses in the initial assault. The Rangers, who

11



were credited witn a daring parachute assault and qUiCk:.

seIzure of their initial obIeC.tives, were called on the

second day to rescue a lare ýOLLP o0+ U.S. Students whose

c,,istence and location was unknown until the assault, which

could have proved disastrous had they been threatened.16

"These reports suggest that U.S. forces again suffered +reom

inadequate intelligence, and that as plannlng progressed,

SUP capabilities, such as niqht operations, were restricted

in order, to accommodate the conventional forces.

In the AchiIle Lauro hijacking incident, therme Pre

reports that the Administration ordered SEALs to free the

srupboard hostaqesý but that the SEALs were delayed by

repeated breakl.downs of their transport aircraft from the

U.S.. When they finally arrived at the scene, the hostaqes

had been released and one American was dead.17

"This is not to say that SOF were incapable or

ill-prepared during this period. There were Undoubtedly

successes that have not been reported or leaked, but

Congress was left with the impression that while the forces

themselves are well trained, the organizational structure,

command and control, and support were inadequate.

Congress is not a monolithic organization with a single

corporate will and direction. It goes without saying that

not all members who voted for this legislation had strong

opinions on SOF or LIC, or even had passing knowledge of

them. What was key here was the small group of Senators and

12I



Representatives who took uP this issue and why. As with most

legislation, Who introduces it and wno are the co-s onsors

are the key to the progress o+ the Iegislation. Al(though the

SSenate bil l (S2453) and HOuse bill (HRS1C9) took: uif+erent

aoproaches. the resul t was conceptual Iv the same.,

OUrinq 1986. as each nil I was being work~ed on in

committee. a series of events occurred that in some cases

were not related. but all served to prompt or reinforce the

will of thpse members to art. 'The fir-st was the on-going

legislative effort to reorganize the DOD - the

Goldwater-Nichols Act. Extensive hearings were held on a

variety 0+ subjects, some of which related to SOF and LIC,

and the SASC issued a detailed report that -ormed the basis

o+ the legislation. A number a+ issues in the report such

as limited integration at DUD's pol icy-making level , failure

to adequately implement the concept of unified command, anr

lack of strategic goals, all served to highlight problems

with SOF and LIC.

T'he final influence on the Congress that merits

aiscussion was the testimony be4ore both the HASC and the

SASC of a number of prominent officials, both active and

retired, who had expertise in special operations and LiC. In

general, these men provided broad and credible support to

Congress' attempt to highl ight defiencies in SOF and LIC and

to attempt to correct these nefiencies through legislation.

Among many who testified were General Edward Meyers, General

13



Robert k-Iinist on, General Rich ard Sti I Iwe 1g1 Lt Cf~en '-aMUe I

W~ilson, Mr. William Colbyv, arid F'r'oessor' Rchardo Shu.ltz.

However,. there were two testimonies that came at an

imCoortant .1unCtUre and had a heavy in+ ILenCe on both

committees. Tne first was the testimony by retired Maj. Gen.

Richard Schoites wh was the commander In+ the Joint Secial

Operations Command (J30C)' at thle time of the G~renada

operation. The, ma~joritv o+ this testimony was classified and

the exact content is not known.; nowever, it dealt, in large

Part with the nroblems bQF had in Grenada and the reasons

for them. Mai Gen Scholtes' testimony had a profound Lmp,-ct

on members o+ both committees. and Senator Nunn referred to

the testimony as "pr'ofou~ndly disturbing to say the least".

Serator Cohen cr'edits this testimony as the key toward

perSUadinq him to move strongly +or the legiislation.1 8

I'he other testimony actually came in the form of a

letter from Mr. Noel t::.och to various members of Congress.

Mr. k!.ocn had recently r'esiqned as the senior DODl official

with responsibil itv -for special operations and

counterterrorism. He wrote a lengthy letter detailing his

ex~periences trying to enhance SOF capabil ities in DIOD and

the many roadblocks and difficulties he encountered. He

commented on the contentious Issue of SOF airlift and the

resistance by the Air Force to a meaningful u~p-grade despite

specific guidance from Congr'ess. He then described his

frustration at trying to brief the JCS on the changing

14



nature of the terrorist threat to the U.S.I. and how a

COeCiIa Survey team that had been in Beiru~t or'ior to the

bombing of the Marine barrack~s had warned of the turn -from

rostae-tak:ing to larcqe bmbings. He then went on to detail

what re termed the ent-e~nched resistance ir both the JCS and

i1)011 in the organizational or, command and control strUCturo

-tor SUP and says: "I am watching the same p~redominatelv

se1 : 1srn interests at wor,: . and I have no doubt that. their,

success can only 'lead somewhere, sometime to a replay olf

He1ir'ut . Uctober2' 1

In SUMMary, a smnall group, of Senators and

Reoi-esentatives. with hig~h credibi'lity, served as the

catalyst +or Congress in enacting the legislation to enhance
L

the capabilIities of SOF . 'rhey were inf IUenced by a varietyll

ol iactors. beqinning with the belief that low intensity was

the most 'Iikely threat, and that U.S. calpabil ities to

Counter this threat were inadequate. The evidence of past

fail in~qs. aloncI with some pointed testimony about operations

that Occurred well into the 1980)s, and combined with a mood

for reform and reorganization, resulted in a strong push +or

legislation and enactment in October 1986.

RATIONALE FOR THE CONTENT

1"he next question to address is what was the rational

tor the content of the final 'legislation? Why did Conqgress

?1 xKkIW



pot +or the or anizationa'I structure that resulted. and why

were they so specific in tne final language of the bill? It

will be helpful to look: first at hMe different approaches

that the House and Senate each took, ano then briefly look

at the +inai legislation be+ore eiam inin the rationale

behind the specific aspects of the legislation.

The HoLSas version of the bilI (HR59O1 )al I ad for

establ ishing a National Special Operations Agencv within DOD

headed by a civilian director who would report directly to

the Secretary o+ Defense. The House, under the leadership of

Representative Dan Daniels, conducted extensive hearings

that went on for more than two years. The House panel

concentrated on special operations and did not examine the

larger issue of low intensity conflict. They were also more

pessimistic about SOF re-form within DOD, and were less

inclined to accommodate DOD initiatives on SOF enhancement.

In fact, Representative Lianiels' initial proposal in 1985~

was for the formation of a sixth service specifically for

special ooerations.2Q The House approach was to take special

operations and its forces as far out of conventional

military command and control as possible and, as opposed to

changing the system, get SOF away from the system.

The Senate bill (S24533) had a broader scope because it

not only proposed to enhance SOF, but to trv and integrate

planning and preparation for LIC within the government. Why

did the Senate version include LIC and the House version
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not? Line reason is that the House had separate panels

locirinq at special operations and LIOE, reor-qanization and

reform, whereas in the Senate, one panel was lookinq at both

issues, and it was thus easier to connect th~em. IYhe Senate

bi'l Ical 1 9(1 f or -A Lnif led combatant command with a four- star

commanaer, an Assistant Secretary of- Lieense for civil isn

oversight. and a National Security Council board for

integration and policy coordination. The issue 0-f the NSC

board reflIected the br'oader approach of the Senate, and itts

desire to address the Problem of low intensity conflict

p01 icy coordination tnrOuAYh the most appropriat* agency, the

N',SL.. AisD. oy having an A~ssistant Secretary o+ Defense, this

added increased special operations and LIC advocacy within

LU LI.

ESotn bills passed their respective chambers ana went to

conference in October 1986. The final legislation arrived at

by the conferees reflected the Senate version almost in toto

with the exception of a House provision to give budget

autmority to the new unified command CING. The Senate

version prevailed for- the most part for two reasons. First,

it was closer- than the House bill to the latest DOE, proposal

put forth in an effort to head off binding legislation, and

thus repr~esented the hint of A Consensus that in turn might

reduce Some of the bureaucratic resistance to

implementation. Second, and mor-e importantly, the House bi'll

ran counter to many of the major aspects of the

17I



(aoldwater-Nichols Act which Was jiust belirq completed. The

House proposal +or a separate agencV WoulId have been in

con+)lict with strenqtheninA the unified Combatant CINCs and

Einhancing the authority c+ the Chairman of the .JCS. Senator

NL~nr was particularly concernier about the effect of a

separate agency and said, 'It does go against integrating

those forces in the command structure. It Would ne separate

irom the command structure and I am very dubious about

that ."'21

Congress, by it7, qn admission , WaS UnUSL~aIIV Snecifi1C

in the 'egislation. What prompted this soecificity and

* ~involvement in details that Wouild not normally have been

addressod? The Joint Explanatory Statement issued by the

coni~erees gives a good sense of the th,.nkng o-f the Miembers:

'The conferees careful lv considered the
degree of specificity to include in this pro-
vision. Although several elements of this
provision are more specific than may normally
bie ex ' ected in legislation, the conferees de-
termined that the seriOLUSneSS Of the problems
and the abit itv or the UnWil 1 inciness of the
Lleoartment of E'efense to solve them left no
alternative. The action of the conference
committee is fully consistent with the power
provided in the Constitution for the Congress
'to provide for the common defense.' T"he
conferees determined that the failure to act
forcefully in this area and at this time
would be inconsistent with the resoonsibil-
ities of the Congress to the ýAmerican
people .,22

One Issue that drove soecificity in the final bill was

the strong opposition to the legislation by [101:1. From the
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early vhearincis by the House panel up to the days before the

+inal legislation was pasCsed, LIOD opposed the concept of a

separate command or agenczy for special operations. DOD

ooposition did not really solidify until the summer 01; 1986

wren ootn the House and Senate had introduceo their

respective tills. Botti DOD and Hdministration officials

srest 5 tne need for an internally generated "fix" for SOF

as opposed to a Congressional lv directed one.

Wrhen it became aoDarent in iummer 19B6 that there well

mignt be legislation of some sort, DOD proposed a Special

Operations Forces Command that they contended was very

similar to the intent and spirit of the Senate bill. There

were some signi+icant differences in that the DCOD proposal

called tor command headed by a three star flag, not a

uinifieo command headed by a four star CINC. In addition,

there would not be a separate Assistant Secretary of

Liefense, and no provision for reoresentation on the NSC. In

testimony, Mr. Richard Armitage, Assistant Secretary of

Defense for £nternational Security ffaairs, stated that

binding legislation would serve to isolate SOF from the rest

of the military, while DOD wanted to insulate them.23

The Members became convinced that despite recent

positive action and statements from the Chairman of the .JCSG

i Admiral William Crowe. there remained significant opposition

to the enhancement of SUF, and there was too much

possibility of a roller-coaster oriority effect. Without an

19?
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institutional advocacy, SOF priority might well revert to

being oersonal ity dependent.

A continuing Source of +rL.Stratlon and thLlS an impetUs

+or soeclficity was the issue 0+ SOF airlift. Congress nad

continual iv pressured DIOD tu raise the priority of SOF

air.li+t and establisn a long term plan +or acouisition and

+Undinq. Lonqress directed DOD to include SOF airl i•t in the

h-r2Y-yi Five iear Defense Plan, but l ater charged that 1D1

nau re-a~llocated Luncs and removed SOF airlift from the Five

_ear H'lan. Mr. :ocn, in his letter to Members, referrec to

the lack: of priority of SOF airlift and what he termed the

inadequate readiness status o0 Air Force special operations

aircraf+t .24

The issue of SOF airlift and what Congress felt was DOD

intransigence even in the face of mandated requirements,

serves to illustrate why there was unusual specificitv in

the final leqislation. Their intent was to institutionalize

the priority of SOF in the face of strong opposition within

DOD. and not relv on shifting priorities of different

officials or administrations.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The last question to address is what are the policy

implications of this legislation? Is it an exception, or is

it the beginning of a new era of Congressional involvement

in national security operational matters? An aspect to the

20

• ,, m nu m II | 1



question is to what oegree is there a dif+erence in

attItuCeS ana priorities between Congress and DOU over

soecial operations and LIC'.'

Yietnam was a watershed +or the U .6. mil itary, and the

ChO of thaýt war stumul ated a oreoccursatlon with tne

co,'ventior.,nal environment of Eurooe. Another consequence was

that thre oerceotion of mil itarv caaolbi ities and the

policies within which they can be employed have clearly been

I inked to conventional confl icts.2`55 In the drive to avoid

another vietnam. the path taken for the most part has been

to ignore the lessons o+ that conf 1ict rather than to study

seriouslv low intensity con-Flict. While SOF has clearly

received increased priority during the Reagan

Administration, with an increase in its budget -From 441

million dol lars in 1981 to 1.6 bill ion dollars in 1987, much

otf this increased soending has gone towards deep penetration

airl i+t. which has a primary fOCUS of SUpporting S0F in a

conventional war. There is also a body of opinion in the

military leadership that feels that special operations are

most often a capabil ity, rather than a mission. There-fore,

general purpose forces, with some additional training and

equipment, should be able to conduct special operations.

The Corngressional view is that special operations is a

mission that has been inadequate in the past. They will

point to repeated failures to support their conviction that

special operations must be an assigned mission. They are

.21
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also lool,:inc +or an institutional sOluLtion +or intecrating

low intensity efforts that include more than just the

ml itarv.

What then does this legislation say abOLut Congress'

wil Inr4ness to get involved in operational matters'? This is

tne first time that Congr-'ess has directed the formation of

uni•lied comoatant zommand. what +orces will be assigned, and

what missions it will have. The Administration raised a late

Constitutinonal issue when Adm. John Foindexter, then the

`resi.dent.'s National Security Advisor, wrote to the

co-soonsors o+ the 'legislation .and said:

"i urge you to reconsider the need for this
restrictive detailed 'legislation on this sen-
sitive issue...it Would oresent potential
constitutional oroblems because it would im-
permissiblv limit the President's authority
as Commander-in-Chief ."26

It is not ý.:nown whether the Administration was objecting to

the uniAied combatant command, the NSC Coordinating Board,

or both. Thle unified combatant command structure and the NSC

were both estabi ished by law, and it was the Congressional

position that they could further refine those structures

without overstepping their Constitutional bounds. The

Hdministration did not press this Issue further.

It is difficult to oredict future Congressional

actions, but there are some indicators that should be

c:onsidereo. In January 19 8 7, the SASC, under the leadership

a+ senator Nunn conducted a series of hearincs or, national
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security strateg~y. 'frre -feel inq was that COonqress was

intimately involved ir the roOLrcing o+ national security,

out that allI sectors o+ qovernment. -from Congress to the

U001:' were too Consu~med by the bUdget2.ng aspect of na~tional

security at the exoense of its +undamental as ects -the

ends, ways, and means. T'hese hearings were not intended to

praCUCe any ieislainbtt mhs~ critical asnect

thiat Was USUal IlV I OSt i n tne vean I y rush towards a budget.

While they did not 'focus on SOF or LIC, the hearincis served

to heignten awareness among key Members on threats to

national Security and the means by which to address them.

Trhe clear indication here is that Congress, with the

leadership of certain influential members, might well be

tai..:ing a more activist role outside of the reSOUrCinq and

budgeting arena. However, there is not enOi.~gh evidence to

point to a specific direction.

It is now obvious that DIOD either did not fully

understand Congress' concern about special operations or LIC

or, more 1 i1:el y, they did not +eel there was e-nQough support

in either chamber for binding legislation. Thus it was not

until the summer of 1986 th~at DOQE, made a serious proposai

4 for a sepairate cujmmand, and by that time the sentiment for.

bindinto legislation was building. Had there been more

P ~attention by DODE earlier in the chain of events, there may

well have been only a sense of the Senate resoluttioil. In



sum. there was a poor readingl of Congressional fr5stration

over SUF enhancement.

CONCLUSION

ihe ieqislation to enhance the capabilities of the U.S.

to engage in low intensity conflict and improve special

ooer-ations .orces was unique in that it was an effort by

L.onLgress to not only focus on a l ikely threat to U.S.

$iecLurityv but to improve U.S. capabilities to face that

threat.. l ie .inal legislation was the result of

Uoncressional +rustration over perceived resistance by DOD

to meaningful improvement of SOF, and was unusually specific

in its lanquaie. An unfortunate history of special

operations failures in the past ten years were a vivid

reminder of the difficulty, sensitivity, and impact of

special operations on U.S. national seCurity and foreign

pol icy. The difficulty of these past operations were further

reinforced by the testimony of officials who were highlv

critical of the planning and command and control of the

operations. This legislation, and the events leading up to

it , is instructive because of the pol icy impl ications of

binding legislation on a sensitive issue, and the effort by

Congress to mandate an organizational solution to a

conceptual and institutional problem. Since the legislation

is a little more than a year old, it is too soon to evaluate

24



tihe impact on SOF, out the conceptual problems and

institutional biases will I not disappear quickly.

i
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